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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Implementation of the Local Competition CC Docket No. 96-98
Provisions in the Telecommunications Act
of 1996

Interconnection between Local Exchange CC Docket No. 95-185
Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio
Service Providers

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION
Rhythms NetConnections Inc. (“Rhythms™) and Covad Communications Co.
(collectively “Petitioners™), by their attorneys, respectfully request that the Commission

reconsider its decision on conditioning charges in the above captioned proceeding.’

INTRODUCTION

In order for any carrier to offer advanced services, that carrier must have access to “clean
copper” or “conditioned” loops.> A conditioned loop is a loop in “its basic form.” In other
words, a conditioned loop is a continuous metallic wire link unfettered by, among other things,
load coils, repeaters and excessive bridge tap. While the ILECs have placed this equipment on
loops to facilitate voice transmission, these devices “diminish the loop’s capacity to deliver

advanced services, and thus preclude the requesting carrier from gaining full use of the loop’s

' Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third
Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 99-238 (rel. Nov. 5, 1999) (“UNE
Remand Order™). The Petitioners also request that any revisions made to the UNE Remand Order pursuant to this
petition apply to any subsequent Commission decisions that affect loop conditioning charges.

* Indeed, the very term “conditioning” is potentially misleading. The term “conditioning” in
telecommunications parlance generally refers to the process of adding equipment to a circuit to improve its
functionality. In contrast, ILECs that “condition” loops for DSL service are actually removing such equipment from
the loop.
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capabilities.””* Therefore, the Commission has appropriately ordered ILECs to condition loops
for requesting carriers by removing these devices.” In fact, the Commission has now included
conditioning “within the definition of the loop network element.”® Thus, when a CLEC requests
a conditioned loop, the ILEC must remove any interfering equipment that it had previously
placed on the loop and make that loop available as an unbundled element. The Commission’s
requirement that [ILECs condition loops is clearly consistent with the procompetitive principles
and statutory provisions of the 1996 Act.

The UNE Remand Order, however, violates these same principles and provisions.
The Commission’s rules properly mandate that any conditioning charges be based upon its
forward-looking TELRIC pricing methodology. Notwithstanding the fact that in a forward-
looking environment loops would already be conditioned for the provision of data services, the
UNE Remand Order authorizes ILECs to charge CLECs for conditioning. Moreover,
authorizing ILECs to impose conditioning charges solely on the basis that they will incur costs
for removing this embedded equipment is directly at odds with TELRIC. Furthermore,
according to Bellcore engineering rules, loops below 18,000 feet in the embedded plant should
not require conditioning.” Thus, even under an embedded pricing methodology, ILECs should
not be permitted to impose conditioning charges on loops below 18,000 feet. The Commission
should correct these contradictions between its forward-looking pricing rules and the UNE

Remand Order’s reliance on embedded pricing principles.

*Id.
5 Id. q173.
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qualified, by the length of a loop. The ILECs’ loop obligations, including the obligation to provide conditioned
loops capable of providing advanced services, applies to loops below 18,000 feet, as well as loops beyond 18,000
feet.




Finally, if the Commission affirms its decision to permit conditioning charges, it should
find that state commissions have the authority to require that any conditioning charges be
recovered through the ILECs’ recurring charges.

DISCUSSION

L Conditioning Charges are Inconsistent with TELRIC

The UNE Remand Order creates an irreconcilable contradiction between the
Commission’s rules, which explicitly require a forward-looking costing approach, and the
Commission’s conclusion that incumbents may impose conditioning charges, which takes an
embedded costing approach. The Commission’s rules clearly require that any conditioning
charges comply with its TELRIC pricing methodology. TELRIC costs are calculated “based on
the use of the most efficient telecommunications technology currently available and the lowest
cost network configuration, given the existing location of the incumbent LEC’s wire centers.”™
According to 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(a)(3)(B), recovery of line conditioning costs must be “in
accordance with the Commission’s forward-looking pricing principles promulgated pursuant to
section 252(d)(1) of the Act.” In addition, according to 47 C.E.R. § 51.319(a)(3)(C) any
conditioning charges must be “in compliance with rules governing nonrecurring costs in §
51.507(e).” Section 51.507(e) provides that:

State commissions may, where reasonable, require incumbent LECs to recover

nonrecurring costs through recurring charges over a reasonable period of time.

Nonrecurring charges shall be allocated efficiently among requesting

telecommunications carriers, and shall not permit an incumbent LEC to recover
more than the total forward-looking economic cost of providing the applicable

element.’

The effect of these rules is that ILECs must base any conditioning charges on a forward-

looking network design consistent with TELRIC. Clearly, a forward-looking network is one that

8 47 CFR §51.501(b)(1).




supports both data and voice services. As the Commission recognizes, a loop can only be data
ready if it is unencumbered by intervening devices such as load coils, excessive bridge tap, and
repeaters.'’ In other words, a forward-looking network would not contain these devices. Indeed,
to comply with TELRIC methodology, a cost study may not include costs, such as the addition of
load coils and bridged tap, incurred by ILECs in the past and already included in their books.
Those impedances are already paid for and booked and are not part of the forward-looking
network design. Similarly, removing those impedances is a cost for which ILECs are already
compensated as part of the monthly recurring loop rate — the recurring loop rate is based on the
cost of an efficient loop, which does not include loop electronics such as load coils."

Notwithstanding these pricing rules, the UNE Remand Order authorizes ILECs to recover
the costs of removing load coils and other impediments that exist in the embedded plant, even
though these devices would not exist in a forward-looking network. The use of a network design
for pricing purposes that requires the removal of these devices in order to make functional use of
the loop runs counter to TELRIC principles in that it is not forward-looking.'* By permitting

ILECs to impose a charge for a service that would not exist in a forward-looking network, the

® 47 CER. §51.507(e) (emphasis added.)

' UNE Remand Order J 172.

"' In addition, per-unit (such as per-loop) costs must be divided “by a reasonable projection of the sum of
the total number of units of the element that the incumbent LEC is likely to provide to requesting
telecommunications carriers and the total number of units of the element that the incumbent LEC is likely to use in
offering its own services, during a reasonable measuring period.” 47 U.S.C. § 51.511. Thus, for example, when an
ILEC technician removes load coils from that ILEC’s loop plant, the technician does not remove one coil at a time;
rather, the technician removes all of the load coils in an existing binder group of loops — any other practice would be
inefficient. But if a competitive LEC requests a loop free of load coils, the ILEC will charge the competitor for each
and every load coil removal, even as additional ILEC load coils are removed on that same truck roll. See Petition of
Dieca Communications d/b/a Covad Communications Company and Rhythms Links, Inc. for Arbitration to Establish
an Interconnection Agreement With Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Arbitration Award, Texas PUC Docket
No. 20272, (“Texas Arbitration Award”) at 97-99 (Nov. 1999).

"2 Indeed, the FCC has prohibited the inclusion of loops configured with such electronic impedances in
forward-looking economic cost studies, because such loops do not provide universal access to advanced
telecommunications services. Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Report and Order, CC Docket No.
96-45, 12 FCC Rcd 8776 (1997), (Universal Service Order) as corrected by Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
Service, Errata, CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC 97-157 250 (rel. June 4, 1997).




Commission threatens the integrity of its TELRIC pricing principle. Therefore, the Commission
should reconsider its departure from TELRIC and prohibit ILECs from imposing conditioning

charges.

IL. The Commission’s Justification for Permitting ILECs to
Impose Conditioning Charges is Inconsistent with TELRIC

The UNE Remand Order’s only justification for permitting conditioning charges is that
under the Commission’s rules because the ILEC “may incur costs in removing [these devices] . .
. the incumbent should be able to charge for conditioning such loops.”" In fact, just the opposite
s true.

As explained above, the Commission’s rules require that prices be based on a forward-
looking, least cost, most efficient network. Permitting ILECs to impose conditioning charges
simply because they will “incur costs” to make their outside plant compliant with existing
Bellcore engineering guidelines is not consistent with the Commission’s pricing rules. Indeed,
the UNE Remand Order’s methodology represents an embedded costing methodology, the
antithesis of the Commission’s TELRIC pricing rules. By relying on an embedded costing
approach, the UNE Remand Order creates an internal contradiction with TELRIC. To correct
this contradiction, the Commission should reverse its decision and affirm the integrity of its
TELRIC pricing methodology by prohibiting ILECs from imposing conditioning charges.

III. Even Under an Embedded Pricing Methodology, the Commission Should

Prohibit ILECs from Imposing Conditioning Charges on Loops Less than
Eighteen Thousand Feet

At a minimum, the Commission should reverse its decision to allow conditioning charges

on loops less than 18,000 feet. Even under an embedded costing methodology, conditioning

charges are inappropriate for these shorter loops. As the Commission recognizes, “networks
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built today normally should not require voice-transmission enhancing devices on loops of 18,000
feet or shorter.”* Indeed, Bellcore resistance design standards dictate that loops under 18,000
feet should not contain such impediments. It is important to recognize that carriers requesting a
conditioned loop below 18,000 feet are asking for nothing more than a loop “in its basic form”"*
that complies with accepted engineering rules.

To the extent that ILECs have placed interfering devices on loops less than 18,000 feet in
length, they have violated widely accepted engineering rules and the ILECs, not the CLECs,
should pay to remove this equipment. Just because the ILECs will incur costs for making their
outside plant compliant with proper engineering rules is not sufficient justification for permitting
them to pass those costs on to the CLECs. Even using an embedded, historical cost recovery
methodology, charging CLECs for the removal of equipment that should not be present is
inappropriate. Therefore, the Commission should reverse its decision and prohibit ILECs from
imposing conditioning charges on loops less than 18,000 feet.

IV. The Commission Should Find that State Commissions May

Require that Conditioning Charges be Recovered
Through Recurring Charges

Furthermore, the Commission should revise its decision to find that under its rules line
conditioning need not be recovered through a nonrecurring charge. In the UNE Remand Order,
the Commission concluded that incumbent LECs “may have an incentive to inflate the charge for

line conditioning by including additional common and overhead costs, as well as profits.”'® The

Commission concluded, however, that state commissions should “ensure that the costs

“d
B 1d q172.
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incumbents impose on competitors for line conditioning are in compliance with our pricing rules

for nonrecurring costs.”"’

While Petitioners agree with the Commission’s conclusion that state commissions have
an important role to play in ensuring ILEC compliance with TELRIC pricing principles, we do
not agree with the Commission’s conclusion that state commissions must permit ILECs to
recover conditioning costs as nonrecurring charges. Indeed, by dictating that conditioning
charges are to be recovered as nonrecurring charges, the Commission belies its own conclusion
that state commissions, not the FCC, shall determine the appropriateness of such charges. The
Commission’s rules clearly state that “[s]tate commissions may, where reasonable, require
incumbent LECs to recover nonrecurring costs through recurring charges over a reasonable
period of time.”'® While loop conditioning can be construed as a nonrecurring activity (that is, it
is only performed once on a loop), it does not necessarily follow that the costs of loop
conditioning must be imposed on competitive LECs as a nonrecurring charge. Therefore,
Petitioners request that the Commission revise its decision and permit state commissions to order
ILECs to recover their conditioning costs through their recurring charges.

Petitioners and other competitive LECs have argued in numerous state proceedings that
loop conditioning charges proposed by ILECs are discriminatory, do not comport with TELRIC
pricing methodology, and represent double recovery for conditioning costs. Yet competitive
LECs will now be handicapped in making this argument before state commissions by the FCC’s

statement that incumbent LECs must be permitted to recover conditioning costs as nonrecurring

charges. Thus, the FCC has foreclosed state commissions from concluding that the TELRIC

7 1d.
8 47 C.F.R. § 51.507(e) (emphasis added).




recurring monthly loop rate, which is based on the forward-looking network design that has no
electronic impedances, already compensates incumbent LECs fully for removal of such devices.

This is not a mere hypothetical outcome: this very perverse result has actually occurred.
In a recent arbitration award, the Texas Public Utility Commission arbitrators concluded,
“consistent with FCC precedent, including the Local Competition Order,” that SBC’s loop rates
in Texas must be TELRIC-based." The arbitrators further found that “conditioning charges for
the removal of repeaters and load coils should only apply to xDSL loops at or beyond 18,000 feet
in length.” Yet the Texas arbitrators “recognize[d] that the FCC recently found that the
incumbent, in this instance SWBT, should be able to charge for conditioning on loops at or less
than 18,000 feet in length.”21 Thus, while the Texas arbitrators found in favor of Covad and
Rhythms by specifically accepting their argument that conditioning charges should never apply
to loops less than 18,000 feet in length, the arbitrators felt compelled by the FCC’s UNE Remand
Order to permit SBC to charge CLECs for the “costs” it incurs for loop conditioning on any
loop. This perverse result could not have been the intention of the FCC: to support its
conclusion that state commissions should make the final determination as to loop costs, the FCC
should revise its conclusion that incumbent LECs are always entitled to recover loop

conditioning charges as nonrecurring costs.

CONCLUSION

Petitioners urge the Commission to reconsider its decision to allow ILECs to impose
conditioning charges. Since a forward-looking network design would not require conditioning,
such charges are incompatible with the Commission’s pricing rules. At a minimum, the

Commission should prohibit ILECs from forcing carriers to pay conditioning charges on loops

¥ Texas Arbitration Award 84.
2 See id. 95.




below 18,000 feet. In addition, the Commission should permit state commissions, in
determining the level of conditioning charges, to order the ILECs to recover these costs through

recurring charges where reasonable.

Respectfully submitted,

Covad Communications Company Elise P.W. Kig

600 14th Street, N.W., Suite 750 Blumenfeld & CTohen -- Technology Law Group
Washington, D.C. 20005 1625 Massachusetts Ave., N.W., Suite 700
202.220.0409 phone Washington, D.C. 20036

202.220.0401 facsimile 202.955.6300 phone

202.955.6460 facsimile

Counsel for Covad Communications Co. Counsel for Rhythms NetConnections Inc.
Dated: January 21, 2000

2 See id.




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Stanley M. Bryant, do hereby certify that on this 21% day of January, 2000, I have served a
copy of the foregoing document via * messenger and U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid, to the

following:

*Chairman William E. Kennard
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8B-201
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Harold Furchtgott-Roth
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8A-302
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Michael Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8A-204
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Dale Hatfield, Chief

Office of Engineering and Technology
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 7C-155
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Johnson Garrett

Policy Analyst

Office of Public Policy

Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 7C-312
Washington, D.C. 20554

Stanley

. Bry

*Commissioner Susan Ness

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8B-115
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Gloria Tristani
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8C-302
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Larry Strickling

Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-450
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Robert Pepper, Chief

Office of Public Policy

Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 7C-357
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Stagg Newman

Chief Technologist

Office of Engineering and Technology
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 7A-325
Washington, D.C. 20554




*Jennifer Fabian

Telecommunications Policy Analyst
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-224
Washington, D.C. 20554

Richard Rindler

Mcl.eodUSA Telecom Services, Inc.
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

John T. Lenahan

Christopher M. Heimann
Counsel for Ameritech

1401 H Street, N.W., Suite 1020
Washington, D.C. 20005

James G. Pachulski

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
1320 North Court House Road
Eighth Floor

Arlington, VA 22201

Douglas H. Hsiao
Thomas D. Amrine
Jeffrey 1. Ryen

Jenner & Block

601 13" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

M. Robert Sutherland

Jonathan B. Banks

BellSouth Corporation

1155 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

William L. Willis

Deborah T. Eversole

Amy E. Dougherty

Kentucky Public Service Commission
730 Schenkel Lane

Frankfort, KY 40602

*ITS
1231 20" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

*Janice M. Myles

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-327
Washington, D.C. 20554

Jonathan E. Canis

John J. Heitmann

The Assoc. for Local Telecom Services
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP

1200 19™ Street, N.W., Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Donald B. Verrilli, Jr.
Mark D. Scheinder
Maureen F. Del Duca
Jenner & Block

601 13" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Lisa B. Smith

Charles Goldfarb

MCI WorldCom, Inc.

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Peter Arth, Jr.

Lionel Wilson

Ellen S. Levine

People of the State of CA and CA PUC
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Michael J. Travieso
Theresa V. Czarski

Joint Consumer Advocates
People's Counsel

6 St. Paul Street, Suite 2102
Baltimore, MD 21202




Myra Karegianes

Illinois Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle, Suite C-800
Chicago, IL. 60601-3104

Diane C. Munns
William H. Smith, Jr.
Iowa Utilities Board
350 Maple Street

Des Moines, IA 50319

L. Marie Guillory
Jill Canfield
NTCA

4121 Wilson Boulevard, Tenth Floor

Arlington, VA 22203

Pat Wood, II1
Judy Walsh
Brett A. Perlman

Public Utility Commission of Texas

1701 N. Congress Avenue
P.O. Box 13326
Austin, TX 78711-3326

John W. Betkoski, 111

Linda Kelly Arnold

CT Dept. of Public Utility Control
Ten Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

William T. Lake

William R. Richardson, Jr.
Samir Jain

US West, Inc.

Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Robert B. McKenna

US West, Inc.

1020 19" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

George N. Barclay

Michael J. Ettner

General Services Administration
1800 F Street, N.W., Room 4002
Washington, D.C. 20405

Margot Smiley Humphrey
NRTA
Koteen & Naftalin, L.L.P.

1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036

Kathleen A. Kaercher

Stuart Polikoff

OPASTCO

21 Dupont Circle, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Donald W. Downes

Glenn Arthur

Jack Goldberg

CT Dept. of Public Utility Control
Ten Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

Cynthia B. Miller

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

David M. Sohn

Todd Zubler

US West, Inc.

Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Michelle W. Cohen

Metro One Telecommunications, Inc.
Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker, LLP
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Tenth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20004




Ruth Milkman

The Lawler Group, LLC

1909 K Street, N.W., Suite 820
Washington, D.C. 20006

Mary C. Albert

Regulatory Counsel

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

1100 15" Street, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20005

Leonard J. Kennedy
Loretta J. Garcia
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20036

Lee Selwyn

Economics and Technology, Inc.
One Washington Mall

Boston, MA 02108-2617

James S. Blaszak

Counsel for Ad Hoc Telecom Users Comm.
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP

2001 L Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20036

Fiona J. Branton

Vice President, Govt. Relations and Chief

Counsel

Information Technology Industry Council

1250 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20005

David Bergmann

Ohio Consumer's Counsel

77 South High Street, 15™ Floor
Columbus, OH 43266-0550

Robert W. McCausland

Vice President, Regulatory and Interconnection
Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

1950 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 3026

Dallas, TX 75207-3118

Steven P. Goldman
Deborah M. Barrett
Teltrust, Inc.

6322 South 3000 East
Salt Lake City, UT 84121

Lonn Beedy

Metro One Telecommunications, Inc.
8405 S.W. Nimbus Avenue
Beaverton, OR 97008-7159

Colleen Boothby

Andrew M. Brown

Counsel for Ad Hoc Telecom Users Comm.
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP
2001 L Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20036

Colleen Boothby

Andrew M. Brown

Counsel for Information Tech Industry Council
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP

2001 L Street, N.W., Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20036

Philip F. McClelland

Joel H. Cheskis

Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street, 5™ Floor
Forum Place

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923

William Vallee, Jr.

CT Office of Consumer Counsel
10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051-2605




Jonathan Askin

The Assoc. for Local Telecom Services
888 17" Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20006

Gunnar Halley

New England Voice & Data, LLC
Willkie Farr & Gallagher

1155 21* Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Joseph A. Kahl

Director of Regulatory Affairs
RCN Telcom Services, Inc.
105 Carnegie Center
Princeton, NJ 08540

Laura H. Phillips

J.G. Harrington

Cox Communications, Inc.

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC

1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W., Ste. 800

Washington, D.C. 20036

Jonathan E. Canis
Edward A. Yorkgitis, Jr.

e.Spire and Intermedia Communications, Inc.

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19" Street, N.W., Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Genevieve Morelli

Paul F. Gallant

Qwest Communications, Corp.
4250 N. Fairfax Drive
Arlington, VA 22203

Kenneth Ferree

OpTel, Inc.

Goldberg, Godles, Weiner & Wright
1229 19" Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Brian Conboy

Thomas Jones

New England Voice & Data, LLC
Willkie Farr & Gallagher

1155 21% Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Scott Sawyer

Vice President, Regulatory

New England Voice & Data, LLC
222 Richmond Street, Suite 206
Providence, RI 02903

Andrew D. Lipman

James N. Moskowitz

RCN Telecom Services

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Barbara S. Esbin
Cox Communications, Inc.
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC

1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W., Ste. 800

Washington, D.C. 20036

Michael B. Hazzard

e.Spire and Intermedia Communications, Inc.

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19" Street, N.W., Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Linda L. Oliver

Jennifer A. Purvis

Yaron Dori

Hogan & Hartson, L.L.P.
555 13" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Michael E. Katzenstein

Vice President and General Counsel
OpTel, Inc.

1111 W. Mockingbird Lane

Dallas, TX 75247




Charles C. Hunter

Catherine M. Hannan
Telecommunications Resellers Association
Hunter Communications Law Group

1620 I Street, N.W., Suite 701
Washington, D.C. 20006

Robert J. Aamoth

Steven A. Augustino

Melissa M. Smith

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19" Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

David C. Farnsworth
Vermont Public Service Board

Drawer 20
Montpelier, VT 05620-2701

Susan M. Eid

Tina S. Pyle

Richard A. Karre

MediaOne Group, Inc.

1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Suite. 610
Washington, D.C. 20006

Lawrence E. Sarjeant

Linda Kent

Keith Townsend

John W. Hunter

United States Telephone Association
1401 H Street, N.W._, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005

Eric J. Branfman

Michael R. Romano

CoreComm Limited

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K. Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Alan G. Fishel

Arent Fox Kinter Plotkin & Kahn
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-5339

Carol Ann Bischoff

Exec. Vice President and General Counsel
Competitive Telecommunications Assoc.
1900 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas M. Koutsky

James D. Earl

Covad Communications Company
700 13" Street, N.W., Suite 950
Washington, D.C. 20005

Steven T. Nourse

Assistant Attorney General

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 E. Broad Street, 7" Floor
Columbus, OH 43215

Lawrence G. Malone

General Counsel

New York State Dept. of Public Service
3 Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223

Ron Eachus

Joan H. Smith

Roger Hamilton

Oregon Public Utility Commission
550 Capitol Street, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310-1380

Leon M. Kestenbaum

Jay C. Keithly

H. Richard Juhnke

Sprint Corporation

1850 M Street, N.W., 11™ Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jonathan E. Canis

Michael B. Hazzard

Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19™ Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036




James M. Tennant
President

Low Tech Designs, Inc.
1204 Saville Street
Georgetown, SC 29440

Dana Frix

Patrick J. Donovan

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Lowell Feldman

Bill Magness

Waller Creek Communications, Inc.
1801 N. Lamar, Suite M

Austin, TX 78701

Michael J. Hunseder
Scott M. Bohannon
Rudolph M. Kammerer
Sidley & Austin

1722 1 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Stephen C. Garavito
Richard H. Rubin

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Kent F. Heyman

Scott A. Sarem

Richard E. Heatter

MGC Communications, Inc.
3301 N. Buffalo Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89129

Steven Gorosh

Kevin Cameron

Northpoint Communications, Inc.
222 Sutter Street, Suite 700

San Francisco, CA 94108

Walter Steimel, Jr.
Marjorie K. Conner
Edwin G. Kichline
Hunton & Williams

1900 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Patrick J. Donovan

James N. Moskowitz

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

David W. Carpenter
Mark E. Haddad

Peter D. Keisler

Sidley & Austin

17221 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger

Elaine McHale

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Charles D. Gray

James Bradford Ramsay

National Assoc. of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners

1100 Pennsylvania Ave., Suite 603
P.O. Box 684

Washington, D.C. 20044-0684

Ruth Milkman

Northpoint Communications, Inc.
The Lawler Group, LLC

1909 K Street, N.W., Suite 820
Washington, D.C. 20006

William P. Hunt, III
Regulatory Counsel

Level 3 Communications, Inc.
1450 Infinite Drive
Louisville, CO 80027




Russell M. Blau

Tamar E. Finn

Level 3 Communications, Inc.
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Russell M. Blau

Tamar E. Finn

WinStar Communications, Inc.
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

David R. Conn

McLeodUSA Telecommunications
Services, Inc.

6400 C Street, S.W.

Cedar Rapids, 1A 52406-3177

Renee Roland Crittendon

J. Todd Metcalf

Prism Communication Services, Inc.
Piper & Marbury, L.L.P.

1200 19% Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Michael J. Zpevak
Kathleen E. Palter
SBC Communications, Inc.
One Bell Plaza, Room 3703
Dallas, TX 75202

Laurence E. Harris

David S. Turetsky

Teligent, Inc.

8065 Leesburg Pike, Suite 400

Vienna, VA 22182

Philip L. Verveer
Gunnar D. Halley
Teligent, Inc.

Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Center
1155 21 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Robert Berger

Russell Merbeth

Barry Ohison

WinStar Communications, Inc.
1146 19™ Street, N.W._, Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard Metzger

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs and
Public Policy

Focal Communications Corp.

1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Randall B. Lowe

Julie A. Kaminski

Prism Communication Services, Inc.
Piper & Marbury, L.L.P.

1200 19" Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Robert M. Lynch

Roger K. Toppins

SBC Communications, Inc.
One Bell Plaza, Room 3703
Dallas, TX 75202

Michael K. Kellogg

Rachel E. Selinfreund

SBC Communications, Inc.
Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd

& Evans, P.L.L.C.

1301 K Street, N.W., Ste 1000 West
Washington, D.C. 20005

Terri B. Natoli
Carolyn K. Stup

Teligent, Inc.
8065 Leesburg Pike, Suite 400

Vienna, VA 22182

Kenneth E. Hardman

Columbia Telecommunications, Inc.
Moir & Hardman

1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 901
Washington, D.C. 20036-5104




William P. Barr

M. Edward Whelan

GTE Service Corporation

1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20026

Steven G. Bradbury

Paul T. Cappuccio

GTE Service Corporation
Kirkland & Ellis

655 15" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Jeffrey S. Linder
Suzanne Yelen

GTE Service Corporation
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1717 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Robert J. Aamoth

Excel Communications, Inc.
Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19" Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Karlyn D. Stanley

Centennial Cellular Corporation
Cole, Raywid & Braverman, LLP
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200

Washington, D.C. 20006

Mark J. Burzych

Thumb Cellular Limited Partnership
Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
313 South Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933-2193

Kenneth E. Hardman

Trillium Cellular Corporation
Moir & Hardman

1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 901
Washington, D.C. 20036-5104

Ward W. Wueste, Jr.
Thomas R. Parker

GTE Service Corporation
1255 Corporate Drive
Irving, TX 75038

Patrick Philbin

John P. Frantz

GTE Service Corporation
Kirkland & Ellis

655 15™ Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Ronald Binz

Debra Berlyn

Competition Policy Institute
1156 15" Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20005

Kirsten M. Pehrsson
Strategic Policy Research

7979 Old Georgetown Road, Suite 700

Bethesda, MD 20814-2429

Lourdes Lucas

Centennial Cellular Corporation
Director of Legal Affairs

1305 Campus Parkway
Neptune, NJ 07753

Susan W. Smith
CenturyTel Wireless, Inc.
3505 Summerhill Road
No. 4 Summer Place
Texarkana, TX 75501

Rebekah Kennett

Cable & Wireless, Inc.

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP

1200 19™ Street, N.W., Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036




Michael Hazzard

Net2000 Communications, Inc.
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP

1200 19" Street, N.W., Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Douglas E. Hart
Cincinnati Bell Telephone
Frost & Jacobs

2500 PNC Center

201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Christine O. Gregoire

Washington Utilities & Transportation Commission
Utilities & Transportation Division

1400 S. Evergreen Street

P.O. Box 40128

Olympia, WA 98504-0128

Rodney Joyce

J. Thomas Nolan

Network Access Solutions, Corp.
Shook, Hardy & Bacon

600 14™ Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2004

Richard Dodd

Jim Blitz

Nextlink Communications
Davis, Wright & Tremaine

1155 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036




